5S6	THE LAW OF MOVABLES
Title to The title of the administrator extends not only to property
rcSg situated in England at the death of the deceased, but also to
Engird all property which comes to England thereafter.1 As Parke B.
after death ^ jn  yphte y. Rose .2
'Suppose after a man's death his watch be brought to England by a
third party, could such party in answer to an action of trover by an Eng-
lish administrator plead that the watch was in Ireland at the time of his
death?'
Property, however, which comes to England after the death
of the deceased does not pass to the administrator under an
English grant if it has previously been appropriated abroad by
an administrator acting under the foreign lex loci*
(\v)\Position of foreign administrator acting in England without an
*   English grant.
Foreign     The rule is absolute that the status of an administrator
td^wtor appointed by a foreign court is not recognized in England.
liable His title relates only to property that lies within the juris-
if hmedd!es Diction of the country whence he derives his authority, and
with assets therefore he has no right to take or to recover by action
property in England without a grant from the English court.
If, without the support of an English grant, he succeeds in
obtaining property in England, he is clearly liable as executor
de son tort to account for the assets received.4
Does     Since a foreign administrator has no right to sustain actions
fo^nntad- or to rece^ve property in this country qua representative of the
ministrator deceased, it would appear clear on principle that a debtor from
didebtof? wh°m ^e receives payment is not discharged from liability to
an English administrator.5 As Story says,6 however, there is
much room for discussion and doubt upon this matter. On the
one hand, the domestic rule of English law is that 'where an
executor de son tort is really acting as executor, and the party
with whom he deals has fair reason for supposing that he has
authority to act as such, his acts shall bind the rightful execu-
tor, and shall alter the property'.7 On the other hand, there is
1 Westkke, ss. 94-95; Dicey, Rule 97 (3).
3	Currie v. Eircham (1822),! Dowl. & JRy. 3 5 ; Story, 5.516; Westlake, 8.95;
Dicey, Rule 97 (3).
4	Story, s. 514; Foote, p. 325; New Tork Breweries Co. v. A.-G., [1899] A.C.
62. See Beavan v. Lord Hastings (1856), 2 K. & J. 724.
5	Westlake, s. 98; Dicey, p. 584.	6 S. 514.
7 Randallv. Stevens (1853), 2 E. & B. 630, 640; but see Foote, p. 325.

